The war in Iraq is a sensitive subject which divides people. The invasion in 2003 by the US was not well appreciated by the international community and caused controversy and rage all over the world.
Introduction
The Iraq war is arguably the most controversial event in recent history. The United States The six articles were published just before the US invaded Iraq. The articles have an important point in common; most of them at some point raise the issue of "terrorist recruiting." That is, the notion that the intervention in Iraq will create more terrorist and anger towards the US. It is a point upon which Hitchens and Chomsky disagreed fervently.
Christopher Hitchens is for the intervention while Noam Chomsky firmly opposes it.
The articles will be analyzed following the steps provided in the methodology chapter where they can be applied.. The frequency of use of certain nouns, modalities, pronouns, direct and indirect speech along with other linguistic mechanisms will be looked at.
The Iraq war
On August 2, 1990 Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait and thus starting the Persian gulf war.
Hussein did so in order to assimilate Kuwait into Iraq and in the process acquire it´s rich oil reserves. The following day, the UN called on Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait. A US-led coalition put an end to the occupation in 1991. Following the defeat in Kuwait, Hussein had to repress uprisings by Kurds and Shiite Arabs. Iraq was no longer safe for Kurds so allies established a "safe haven" in northern Iraq. Allies patrolled so called "no-fly" zones in Northern and Southern Iraq where Iraqi aircrafts were banned. Furthermore, economic sanctions were implemented against Iraq in order to hinder Hussein from developing biological, nuclear and chemical weapons, commonly known as weapons of mass destruction (Iraq War, 2014 When Hussein failed to comply, the US launched an attack on a targeted bunker complex where Saddam was supposed to be hiding. US forces invaded from the south from Kuwait despite concerns that Iraqi forces would burn oil fields and cause damage to the environment. US forces in the south were met with little resistance and no harm was caused to the environment.
The greatest resistance the US met was from forces from the Ba´th party. The republican guard were stationed in central Iraq and were ordered to defend Baghdad. On April 4, US forces captured the international airport in Baghdad. Over the next following days allied forces were met with vigorous resistance from the republican guard but the city eventually fell into the hands of the US on April 9, 2003 (Iraq War, 2014 
Biography
Before analyzing the content of the articles chosen, it is important to get acquainted with the two authors. It will give the reader a deeper insight of where the authors are coming from.
What they have in common and what sets them apart. This chapter is a short overview of the authors lives and main work.
Christoper Hitchens
Christopher Hitchens was born in Portsmouth, England in 1949. Son of Yvonne, a member of the Womens' Royal Naval Service and Eric, a commander in the British Royal Navy. Due to his fathers work the family moved frequently. He had one younger brother, Peter . 
Methodology
Discourse analysis is a field which is growing and evolving with great momentum (Schiffrin, Tannen and Hamilton, 2001 ). The academic principles from which current research flows differ quite extensively. Methods and disciplines which are used to analyze discourse are of course included; linguistics, anthropology, and philosophy. It is no surprise, given the diversity, that the terms "discourse" and "discourse analysis" have different meanings to different people within academia. Linguistics generally define "discourse" as anything beyond the sentence. Others see the study of discourse as the study of language (Schiffrin, Tannen and Hamilton, 2001 ).
The purpose of discourse analysis is to increase our understanding of soceity rather than discovering facts. Discourse analysis is not a single specific method but rather a body of different methods (Björnsdóttir, 2003) . Discourse is a process which takes place within society and builds upon words, ideas and actions. Individuals within soceity take part in creating the discourse and affect it (Jóhannesson, 2006) . Discourse analysis can reveal how much the discourse has influenced and shaped the ideas and beliefs of the individual. The views and ideas portayed in the media help to shape our reality. By using the methods of discourse analysis we can examine what message people are receiving regarding war, how language is used and where the knowlage comes from (Björnsdóttir, 2003) .
This discourse analysis will follow steps that were put together by scholar and lecturer Florian Schneider. This essay used a toolbox for doing a text-based, qualitative discourse analysis. The idea of a discourse toolbox comes from Siegfried Jäger (Schneider, 2013) . There are several steps in the toolbox method but not all of them were applicable. The following three steps were used: -The first goes into establishing the context. Six articles about the Iraq war were chosen.
Three by Christopher Hitchens and three by Noam Chomsky. The reason for why these particlular articles were chosen is that they were all published online and near the beginning of the invasion.They are all similar in lenght and most of them touch on the same subjects.
-The second step looked at the structure of the texts. The articles are examined to see if they deal overwhelmingly with one discourse.
-The third and final step is linguistic analysis. The articles are examined with the following in mind; Nouns, personal pronouns, adjectives, direct speech, modalities and evidentialities. Looking closely at these linguisic elements will give the reader a greater understanding of the mindset of the authors.
Terrorist recruitment and the status quo
To understand how the two authors use language to make their opposing points it is important to look at where they collide. Examining their views on "terrorist recruitment" is quite revealing of their character and their mindset.. The fear of revenge is prevalent and therefore Chomsky argues for the prolonging of the status quo.
Christopher Hitchens on the other hand writes with near certainty and his opinion comes from an anti-totalitarian mindset. He sees the potential anger and hatred from despots and fascists as something to celebrate. This viewpoint is made clear in the last paragraph of his Slate article "Machiavelli in Mesopotamia": "Iraq is, for fairly obvious reasons, the keystone state here, and it is already at critical mass. Thus it seems to me idle to argue that a proactive policy is necessarily doomed to make more enemies. I have always disliked this argument viscerally, since it suggests that I should meekly avoid the further disapproval of those who hate me quite enough to begin with. Given some intelligence and foresight, however, I believe that an armed assistance to the imminent Iraqi and Kurdish revolutions can not only make some durable friends, it can also give the theocrats and their despotic patrons something to really hate us for" (Hitchens, C., 2002) .
The last sentence in the paragraph is quite revealing and typical of Hitchens. For him, further raging his enemies is a clear motivation for conflict. Hitchens manages to shed light on positive results from a confrontation by mentioning that friends are potentially to be gained.
Sitting idly by and watching Iraq crumble under self-destructive totalitarianism was to Hitchens a terrible crime.
Keeping the status quo was unthinkable. He referred to the sheer moral argument for regime-change as "unimpeachable" (Hitchens, 2002) . People who are of this opinion are not It shows Osama Bin Laden in the Uncle Sam finger-pointing pose, proclaiming that he wants us to invade Iraq and thus generate massive infusions of young and eager talent to his ranks. In different verbal and cartoon forms, this thought has become part of the standard repertoire of those who take the regime-preservation or regime-prolongation view of Iraq" ( Hitchens, 2003a ).
In the last sentence he refers to the anti-war proponents. He does not say "those who oppose the invasion" or "people of the anti-war movement." Hitchens uses the verbs "preservation" and "prolongation." He is indicating that the anti-war proponents are in some way supporters of Saddam Hussein and wish to see his regime continue.
Christopher Hitchens does not take the recruitment theory very seriously and does not think it makes a difference if it true. In one of his articles he claims that the opponents of the war think that killing Osama Bin Laden will create a thousand Osama´s in his stead. He does not think much of this notion: "Moreover, it strikes me that Osama Bin Laden himself is a one-of-a-kind sort of guy, unlikely to clone widely. But what if he was able to reproduce himself in this way?
Would this alchemy make him less of an enemy? Would it remove the obligation to defend civil society from theocratic nihilism? The proponents of the "recruitment" hypothesis are unclear on this point but then-they are unclear on the whole point to begin with" (Hitchens, 2003a ).
This paragraph is a good example of Christopher´s anti-totalitarian, justice-seeking mindset.
"If" the actions of the US create new terrorist then he sees it as something of no consequence. "Saddam remains a terrible threat to those within his reach. Today, his reach does not extend beyond his own domains, though it is likely that U.S. aggression could inspire a new generation of terrorists bent on revenge, and might induce Iraq to carry out terrorist actions suspected to be already in place" (Chomsky, 2003a) .
He does not seem to want to discuss any conceivable positive outcome of an intervention. In the paragraph above it is clear who the victim and who is the aggressor. It seems, from his words, that Chomsky is trying to convince readers of his view by painting a grim picture of a world torn apart by war.
"Even before the Bush administration sharply escalated these fears in recent months, intelligence and international affairs specialists were informing anyone who wanted to listen that the policies Washington is pursuing are likely to lead to an increase in terror and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, for revenge or simply deterrence. There are two ways for Washington to respond to the threats engendered by its actions and startling proclamations. One way is to try to alleviate the threats by paying some attention to legitimate grievances, and by agreeing to become a civilized member of a world community, with some respect for world order and its institutions. The other way is to construct even more awesome engines of destruction and domination, so that any perceived challenge, however remote, can be crushed -provoking new and greater challenges. That way poses serious dangers to the people of the US and the world, and may, very possibly, lead to extinction of the species" (Chomsky, 2003b) . This is a paragraph from his aptly named article "Deep Concerns." Chomsky This hardcore belief in the unavoidable war is worrisome. There is a statement by Joseph S.
Nye, a professor at Harvard University and former assistant Secretary of Defense: "War is never inevitable, though the belief that it is can become one of its causes" (Nye, 2014) . 
Linguistic Analysis
The articles were examined closely with nouns, verbs and adjectives in mind. The point was to see if there was any contextual background to the words. One can not easily say that the vocabulary they use is derived directly from military language, religious language etc. They are both very experienced writers and write in a professional manner. However, they do represent opposite sides of the argument. Chomsky sees it as a conflict with a whole country, not a person with a name.
Nouns
The use of the noun war is interesting to look at. Chomsky employs the word war 38 times throughout the articles while Hitchens uses it merely 10 times. It is obvious that he refrains from using it. The word war has a negative meaning to it and people associate it with death and terror. That is probably the reason for Chomsky´s frequent use of the word.
Chomsky even expressed the urge to go even further, stating that war is hardly the proper term, given the gross mismatch of forces (Chomsky, 2003a ).
Hitchens speaks of regime change and intervention instead. Given Chomsky´s strong emphasis on the word war it comes as no surprise that he does not once speaks of an intervention. However, he does use the word invasion on four occasions. A word Hitchens never uses.
In conclusion, both Chomsky and Hitchens choose only nouns that fit their view of the war. They probably do not want to seem sympathetic to the other side, not even slightly.
Personal pronouns
Given the nature of the argument it is blatantly obvious who the antagonists and protagonists are in both of the cases. The pronoun we is used only twice by Chomsky while Hitchens uses it nine times. Hitchens´ heavier use of the personal pronoun we shows even more how personal the conflict is to him. Again, Chomsky keeps himself at a distance, this time by refraining from utilizing the pronoun we.
However, Chomsky does use they with some regularity, as does Hitchens. The pronoun they can be quite revealing as it indicates who the author views as the enemy. Fifteen out of the twenty-one times Chomsky uses they he is referring to the United States. While on a few occasions acknowledging that Saddam Hussein is a murderous tyrant he still views America as the enemy. Christopher Hitchens uses they when referring to both the terrorists and the anti-war group. This could indicate that he sees those who oppose the intervention as much of an enemy as those who rule Iraq.
Both writers use the pronouns we and they very differently and that difference shows exactly who they view as the true enemy.
Adjectives
Both Hitchens and Chomsky seem to refrain from over-using adjectives. The judgement they pass on their oppenents is to be found in the argument they make. The way they write is sophisticated and professional. Majority of adjectives they use are somewhat rare and formal.
One can see that when these adjectives by Hitchens are put in order; bad, ghastly, arcane, vertiginous, prudently, viscerally, confessional, venal, ignominiously, energetically, absurdly. Christopher Hitchens loathes dictators so he displays immense restraint when talking about how bad Saddam Hussein is:
"Taking the points in order, it's fairly easy to demonstrate that Saddam Hussein is a bad guy's bad guy. He's not just bad in himself but the cause of badness in others" (Hitchens, 2002) .
The same goes for Noam Chomsky. He is quite harsher in is his critique of his opponents than Hitchens is. Yet he is very restraint when it comes to adjectives. This is perhaps a testament to the high quality of Chomsky´s writing. The adjectives he uses are :; lofty, obligatory, ambiguously, oblique, ultrareactionary. This restraint is what they both have in common.
Direct speech
Chomsky and He does not give the reader information regarding the context. He interprets her words "an old score" like members of the Bush administration are going into war because of some personal reasons. It may be true that Hillary Clinton did mean it that way but Christopher Hitchens does not give the reader the opportinity to interpret her words directly.
Modalities
When the articles are scanned with the modalities could and should in mind one finds that they are used when speculating hypothetical situations. It was interesting to find that Noam Chomsky used could more frequently than Hitchens, who barely used it. Every single use of the word could by Chomsky was to speculate on the potential consequences of the Iraq war and of the actions taken by the US. They were not prosaic speculations either:
"The consequences could be catastrophic in Iraq and around the world. The United States may reap a whirlwind of terrorist retaliation --and step up the possibility of nuclear Armageddon" (Chomsky, 2003a) .
Christopher Hitchens seems to use could almost solely when making a satirical speculation, exposing the supposed folly of his opponents:
"Saddam Hussein could have bought his regime a fresh lease on its ghastly life if he had been even slightly willing to "make nice," and the United States could have lowered its muzzle deep into Iraqi oil-wells on the same unspoken understanding" (Hitchens, 2003b ).
Hitchens knows fully that this would never happen yet he hypothesizes on the situation.
Hitchens did use should on a few occasions. The most important use of the word is the closing statement of his article "Recruitment": "But to argue that nothing can be done lest it incur the displeasure of the second group is to surrender without a fight, and then to get a fight anyway. American support for elections and for women's rights would infuriate the second group just as much as American action against Saddam. There is, to put it very mildly, no pleasing some people. Nor should there be. Self-respect as well as sound strategy demands that we make the enemy worry what we will do, and not waste away worrying what he may think of us" (Hitchens, 2003a) .
Both authors used the modals could and should differently. Chomsky is higly speculative regarding the future whilst Hitchens uses these words for almost satirical purpouses.
Evidentialities
Christopher Hitchens is not afraid to to assert things that might be controversial. For example, he employs such phrases as "unimpeachable" when referring to the moral case for regime-change. That Saddam Hussein was not going to survive and that his regime was on the verge of implosion was to Hitchens, an obvious point. Hitchens explains that the consequences of an imploded Iraq will be dire.
He states that Sunni-Shi'a rivalry, conflict over the boundaries of Kurdistan, possible meddling from Turkey or Iran, vertiginous fluctuations in oil prices and production and social chaos will plague Iraq regardless of an American Invasion or not. Hitchens words it thus:; "The choices are two and only two-to experience these consequences with an American or international presence or to watch them unfold as if they were none of our business." Hitchens immediately follows this statement by referring to it as a "self-evident point" (Hitchens, 2002) .
Noam Chomsky does this as well. From the article "The Case Against US Adventurism"in Iraq:
"The most powerful state in history has proclaimed that it intends to control the world by force, the dimension in which it reigns supreme.President Bush and his cohorts evidently believe that the means of violence in their hands are so extraordinary that they can dismiss anyone who stands in their way" (Chomsky, 2003a ).
This paragraph is certainly controversial as it makes subjective statements about the United States. He uses the word evidently to state that the US uses extraordinary violence to get their way in the world. He can not know for certain that this is the case. However, it is true that the United States is the most powerful state in the world and because of that his concerns are legitimate. It is important to criticize those in power and Noam Chomsky does that well.
The use of these words and phrases indicate that the authors know exactly where they stand on the subject and what their feelings are. Someone who is in some doubt about the subject would not use the phrase "self-evident point" about a crucial point like future of Iraq.
Summary
The discourse analysis examined six articles on the Iraq war. Three by Christopher Hitchens and three by Noam Chomsky. It revealed that they argued quite differently. The essay looked at the idea of "terrorist recruitment" and examined how both writers approached the matter.
Christopher Hitchens believes that "terrorist recruitment" is not something to worry about. He states that it would not matter if it were true or not. We still have an obligation to fight theocratic despots. Noam Chomsky on the other hand considers this a major concern. He even postulates about the end of the world because of retaliation.
Next was to examine their argument at the level of language. The essay looked at what nouns were used to refer to both the United States and the enemy. Both authors used the same nouns when referring to the United States except Chomsky used empire on more than one occasion. When the articles are analyzed it is revealed that Chomsky thinks of the United States as the enemy and Hitchens thinks of Saddam Hussein. The use of personal prounouns indicated that the topic is more personal to to Hitchens than it is to Chomsky.
The adjectives they use are mostly rare and are used with restraint. They do not seem to rely much on adjectives in order to pass judgement on their opponents. Their use of adjectives, or lack thereof, is a testament to their professionalism and sophistication.
Christopher Hitchens writes about the subject like a journalist, unlike Noam Chomsky who writes like an academic. This is evidenced by how they use direct speech.
Hitchens paraphrases while Chomsky quotes directly as cites his sources well.
The modalities could and should were used by both authors to speculate on the Iraq war. For Chomsky it was mostly about the potential devastating afermath of the invasion while Hitchens made satirical speculations.
Conclusion
People get emotional very quickly when discussing the war in Iraq. There is not a lot of fence sitting in this matter. Either you are for the war or you are against it. This essay looked at the history of the Iraq war and the number of controversies that plagued it. There was evidence to suggest that Saddam Hussein posed a great threat to world peace and on the other hand there are legitimate concerns from the anti-war side.
The methods of discourse analysis used revealed a number of things. It is clear that both authors are very well educated and well read. They politely argue their points while still being firm and highly critical.
Hitchens did not waste time worrying about the aftermath of the war. He believed it to be inevitable. There was no choice but to invade. Chomsky thought more about the long term.
Given the uncertainty of war, he gave his readers excellent worst case scenarios. Noam 
